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The concept of atheism fails to account for many things 
that exist in the world. According to atheism, the material 
world is all there is. If that is the case, then everything 
must have a materialistic, naturalistic explanation. Human 
free will defies a naturalistic explanation. If humans really 
do make their own decisions, atheism cannot be true. 


ENOWNED atheist Carl 
R sex began his immensely 

popular book Cosmos with 
these words: “The Cosmos is all that 
is or ever was or ever will be.”! What 
do today’s atheists mean when they 
use the term Cosmos? The modern 
“scientific” idea is that the Cosmos is 
completely, entirely, and altogether 
materialistic, composed of matter 
and energy, and contains nothing 
immaterial or “not-matter.” The 
American Heritage Dictionary defines 
“materialism” as, “The theory that 
physical matter is the only reality 
and that everything, including 
thought, feeling, mind, and will, 
can be explained in terms of matter 
and physical phenomena.”? As it now 
stands, the ideas of the Cosmos or 
of “nature” have been redefined to 
include only physical matter and 
energy. Evolutionists Hewlett and 
Peters demand that “to be scientific 


in our era is to search for solely nat- 
ural explanations.”* Physicist Paul 
Davies correctly stated, “The materi- 
alist believes that mental states and 
operation are nothing but physical 
states and operations.” Evolutionary 
biologist Richard Lewontin admit- 
ted that evolutionists “have a prior 
commitment, a commitment to nat- 
uralism.... Moreover, that material- 
ism is absolute, for we cannot allow 
a Divine foot in the door.”° 

What are the logical implications 

of the idea that everything in the 

Universe consists solely of matter 
and energy? At first glance, the 

materialistic idea may not seem 

very profound or Earth shattering, 
but a deeper probe into the concept 
reveals that some of the most fun- 
damental aspects of humanity are 

at stake. In this article, we focus 

on one feature of humanity that 
must be denied if materialism is 
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accepted: human free will. You see, 
if matter and energy are all that 
“really” exists, then the notion must 
be rejected that there is a human 
will that directs the decision-mak- 
ing process. In short, if you, as a 
person, have ever made a single 
real decision; if you have ever freely 
chosen to do or not do anything, 
then atheism cannot be true. This 
is the case because your decision 
would be the result of something 
“more than” matter. It could not be 
explained by a naturalistic “cause 
and effect” chain of chemical 
events. If there is a “you” inside 
your body that freely chooses this 
or rejects that, then the material- 
ist understanding of the Universe 
is false. 

Modern leaders in the atheistic 
community admit as much. Sam 
Harris, recognized in skeptical 
circles as one of the four leading 
voices of modern atheism, penned 
a book titled Free Will. In that 
short volume, he wrote: “Free will 
is an illusion. Our wills are simply 
not of our own making.... We do 
not have the freedom we think 
we have.”® He further stated, “I 
cannot determine my wants.... My 
mental life is given to me by the 
cosmos.”” Again, “People feel (or 
presume) an authorship of their 
thoughts and actions that is illu- 
sory.”* And, “What I will do next, 
and why, remains, at bottom, a mys- 
tery—one that is fully determined 
by the prior state of the universe 
and the laws of nature (including 
the contributions of chance).”? As 
he begins to summarize his views 
toward the end of the book, he says, 
“You will do whatever it is you do, 
and it is meaningless to assert that 
you could have done otherwise.””” 
Why does Harris demand that free 
will is non-existent? His commit- 
ment to materialism paints him 


into this corner, which is obvious 
from his statement: “In improv- 
ing ourselves and society, we are 
working directly with the forces 
of nature, for there is nothing but 
nature itself to work with.”"! On 
the second-to-last page he writes, 
“Am I free to change my mind? 
Of course not. It can only change 
me. 

There are striking ironies in the 
position that Harris and others 
take as they deny their own free 
will and their readers’ as well. First, 
why in the world would these 
men write books and articles in 
an attempt to persuade anyone to 
believe their “no free will” posi- 
tion if the reader cannot decide 
for himself to change his mind? 
What is the point of trying to 
convince a person who believes in 
free will, if that “belief” is noth- 
ing more than the consequence of 
the cause-and-effect, natural pro- 
cesses that are banging around in 
his brain? If the reader does not 
have the ability to choose his or her 
belief, what is the point of trying to 

“show” the superiority of the “no- 
free-will” position? According to 
Harris and crew, you believe what 
you believe because of the physics of 
the Cosmos working in your brain, 
and how in the world words on a 
page could change those physics 
would indeed be a mystery worth 
uncovering. The fact that modern 
atheists are writing books to con- 
vince people that there is no free 
will belies the undeniable fact that 
humans have free will. 

Second, Harris’ concluding state- 
ment brings to light another glar- 
ing difficulty in the no-free-will 
position. He says, “Am I free to 
change my mind? Of course not. 
It can only change me.” Wait just 
aminute. Who is the “I” or the “me” 
in the sentence? If there is no free 


will, and humans are simply the 
combined total of the physical pro- 
cesses at work in their brains, then 
there should be nothing more than 
the “mind” in Harris’ sentence. 
The fact that he can differentiate 
between “himself” and his “mind” 
shows that there is something 
more at work than determinism. 
A purely physical entity such as a 
rock or atom does not have the abil- 
ity to think in terms of “I” or “me.” 
In truth, that Harris is conscious of 
an “I” or ofa “self” contradicts his 
claim that free will does not exist.“ 

In addition, it seems humorous 
and superfluous for people such 
as Harris to write an “Acknowl- 
edgements” section in their books. 
Why thank people and acknowl- 
edge their contributions to your 
work if they could not have done 
otherwise? He writes, “I would 
like to thank my wife and editor, 
Annaka Harris, for her contribu- 
tions to Free Will. As is always the 
case, her insights and recommenda- 
tions greatly improved the book. I 
don’t know how she manages to 
raise our daughter, work on her 
own projects, and still have time 


to edit my books—but she does. I 
am extremely lucky and grateful 
to have her in my corner.” That’s 
all well and good, but since she has 
no free will, she didn’t choose to 
help Sam. It was thrust upon her 
by the nature of the Cosmos. Why 
thank a person who stays with you 
and helps you due to no choice or 
decision of her own, but due to an 
unalterable course of cause-and- 
effect actions in her brain? Why not 
thank the computer that “typed 
the words so faithfully as I hit the 
key strokes,” or the oxygen that 


“so generously entered my lungs 


and allowed my cells to function,” 
or the light that “so gracefully 
bounced from the screen (or page) 

to my eye, allowing me to see”? That 
Harris thanks his wife and not his 

computer gets to the point that 

there is something very different 

about the two entities. You thank a 

person because that person helped 

you (but could have chosen to do 

otherwise). 

On February 12, 1998, William 

Provine, a professor in the Depart- 
ment of Ecology and Evolution- 


ary Biology at the distinguished 
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Cornell University, took to the 
podium on the campus of the 
University of Tennessee in Knox- 
ville. He was invited to deliver 
the keynote address at the second 
annual Darwin Day, a day dedi- 
cated to commemorating the life 
and teachings of Charles Darwin. 
In an abstract of that speech on 
the Darwin Day Web site, Dr. 
Provine’s introductory comments 
are recorded in the following words: 
“Naturalistic evolution has clear 
consequences that Charles Darwin 
understood perfectly. 1) No gods 
worth having exist; 2) no life after 
death exists; 3) no ultimate foun- 
dation for ethics exists; 4) no ulti- 
mate meaning in life exists; and 5) 
human free will is nonexistent.”! 
Provine’s ensuing message centered 
on his fifth statement regarding the 
lack of human free will. 

Several years later, Provine con- 
tinued to hold to this position. He 
appeared in the Ben Stein docu- 
mentary Expelled: No Intelligence 

Allowed in 2008. In his discussion 
about Darwinian evolution, he said, 
“Tt starts by giving up an active deity, 
then it gives up the hope that there 
is any life after death. When you 
give those two up, the rest of it fol- 
lows fairly easily. You give up the 
hope that there is an imminent 
morality. And finally, there’s no 
human free will. If you believe 
in evolution, you can’t hope for 
there being any free will. There’s 
no hope whatsoever in there being 
any deep meaning in life. We live, 
we die, and we're gone.”"”” The 
late Nobel Prize winner Francis 
Crick concurred with Provine. He 
wrote in his book The Astonishing 
Hypothesis: “You, your joys and 
your sorrows, your memories and 
your ambitions, your sense of per- 
sonal identity and free will, are in 
fact no more than the behavior of 


a vast assembly of nerve cells and 
their associated molecules.”'® 
In his million-copy international 
best-selling book The Selfish Gene, 
renowned atheistic writer and 
speaker Richard Dawkins explained 
the evolutionary ideas that force 
atheism to deny human free will. 
He asserted that humans are “sur- 
vival machines—robot vehicles 
blindly programmed to preserve 
selfish molecules known as genes.”” 
Since Dawkins views humans as a 
compilation of physical genes fight- 
ing for survival, he must insist that 
these genes instinctively strive to 
live and pass on their information. 
That being the case, every human 
action must then be a product of 
the physical “gene” forces at work 
in the human body and brain. 
Human actions cannot be the result 
of some type of personality or free 
will according to this notion. In 
his attempt to flesh out his view 
more thoroughly and give answers 
to behaviors that have traditionally 
been attributed to human free will, 
he expounds on the selfish gene idea: 
“This gene selfishness will usually 
give rise to selfishness in individual 
behaviour.””” When explaining the 
relationships that survival machines 
(humans) have with each other, he 
stoically quips: 
Toa survival machine, another sur- 
vival machine (which is not its own 
child or another close relative) is 
part of its environment, like a rock 
or a river or a lump of food. It is 
something that gets in the way, or 
something that can be exploited. It 
differs from a rock or a river in one 
important respect; it is inclined to 
hit back. This is because it too isa 
machine that holds its immortal 
genes in trust for the future, and it 
too will stop at nothing to preserve 
them.”! 
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Dawkins’ ultimate explanation for 
human behavior is that we do not 
choose the way we relate to each 
other, but are driven by our genes 
to use or exploit other humans to 
produce the greatest chance to pass 
on genetic information. 

It is often the case that many athe- 
ists attempt to distance themselves 
from the views of Dawkins, Harris, 
and other free-will-deniers. They 
contend that, even though they 
are atheists, they still believe that 
humans have free will and choose 
their own behavior. They do this 
because they know, deep down in 
their heart of hearts, that they have 
chosen their behaviors in the past. 
The problem with their mode of 
operation, however, is that atheism 
necessarily implies that free will 
cannot exist. If humans actually 
make their own, personal decisions, 
then something must be at work 
that is more than nature—which is 
over and above the natural, physical 
movement of atoms. There must be 
a human mind, or soul, or spirit 
that is supernatural—that controls 
the movement of the physical body. 
A person can choose atheism, or 
he can accept human free will, 
but not both and still be logically 
consistent. 

Atheist Dan Barker, prolific 
debater and author, feels the ten- 
sion between atheism’s denial of 
free-will and the fact that humans 
know that they make personal 
choices. His solution is simply to 
redefine the term free will. In his 
debate with Peter Payne, Barker 
stated: “I happen to think that we 
have the illusion of freewill.... ’'m 
a strict determinist. We are natural 
creatures. The material world is all 
there is. We actually don’t have 
what we would call libertarian free- 
will.”” In his book, godless, Barker 


stated: “I am a determinist, which 


means that I don’t think complete 

libertarian free will exists. Since we 

don’t know the future...we have the 

illusion of free will, which to me 

is what ‘free will’ actually means.” 
Barker recognizes that humans cer- 
tainly feel like they make decisions, 
but his atheism demands that they 

cannot do so. In order to hang on 

to his atheism, and allow for “free 

will,” he changes the definition of 
free will to “thinking that you are 

actually making a free will choice 

when you are not.”” 

Barker is not the only atheist that 
is forced to turn to this “illusion 
of free will” idea. Anthony Cash- 
more, biologist at the University 
of Pennsylvania, penned an article 
alleging that human free will does 
not exist. He wrote: “It is my belief 
that, as more attention is given 
to the mechanisms that govern 
human behavior, it will increas- 
ingly be seen that the concept of 
free will is an illusion.”** Accord- 
ing to Cashmore, you are reading 
this article because your genes and 
your environment have forced you 
to. You are not responsible for your 
decision to read this article, and 
based on your alleged evolution- 
ary history and your environment, 
you could not choose to be doing 
anything different than what you 
are doing now. You are literally a 
slave to your genes and your envi- 
ronment. As Cashmore wrote: “[A]n 
individual cannot be held respon- 
sible for either his genes or his envi- 
ronment. From this simple analysis, 
surely it follows that individuals 
cannot logically be held responsible 
for their behavior.” 

One of the most damaging lines 
of reasoning against the illusion 
idea put forth by Barker and Cash- 
more is the way in which these men 
attempt to convince their read- 
ers of its truth. Cashmore used 


five-and-a-half pages to argue that 
our society should disregard the 
outdated concept that humans 
are responsible for their behavior. 
Barker has been in more than 80 
moderated debates attempting 
to bring people over to his view. 
But if Cashmore and Barker are 
right, then there is no way we can 
disregard the concept of free will, 
due to the simple fact that we did 
not choose it in the first place. If 
humans are not responsible for 
their beliefs or behaviors, then 
the generally held concept of free 
will is nothing more than an evolu- 
tionary, environmental by-product. 
According to their line of thinking, 
if we believe in free will at the pres- 
ent, and act on that belief, we are 
not responsible for it. If they are 
right, why in the world would they 
attempt to urge the scientific com- 
munity to change its mind about 
free will, if the community does 
not have the power to change its 
mind? Why spend time and effort 
arguing against free will, if your 
audience does not have the freedom 
to choose to accept or reject your 
reasoning anyway? The fatal flaw of 
the “no free will” argument is that 
it demands that the person making 
the argument has the free will to do 
so, and it tacitly assumes the parties 
evaluating the argument have the 
power to accept or reject it. 

If humans are survival machines 
that cannot make any real choices, 
then all “persuasive” arguments 
would be worthless. Those who 
believe in God are programmed 
and forced by their genes to do so. 
Those who believe there is no God 
are equally products of their bodily 
physics. If humans don’t change 
their minds, but, as Harris claims, 
their minds change them, then 
why attempt to change believers’ 
minds, since they don’t really have 
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“minds” and their brains are going 
to “believe” whatever their genes 
tell them anyway? Atheists actually 
have to assume free will in order 
even to discuss the topic. It’s as if 
they are saying, “I want you to turn 
your eyes to look at me so that I 
can show you that you really can’t 
see anything.” 

Television personality Bill Nye 
the “Science Guy” found himself 
in a terrible quandary when asked 
about human free will. In a video 
on the subject titled, “Hey Bill Nye, 
Do Humans Have Free Will?” he 
stated: “But clearly, I know I have 
made decisions based on things that 
happened around me that I wouldn't 
have made without being informed 
by history or what I noticed. I know 
I have. Now if that turns out not 
to be true, I’d be very surprised.”*° 
Near the end of the video, however, 
he then backtracks and claims that 
our decisions really are the result of 
the quantum physics at work in our 
brains. Then he claims: “At some 
level there is randomness in what 
we think, because we are made of 
chemicals that have randomness.” 
Then he said, “I mean, I don’t mean 
to skirt your question.””” Actually, 
skirting the question was exactly 
what he was doing. He has to admit 
that he makes choices, but his athe- 
istic naturalism forces him to back 
peddle and attribute those “choices” 
to chemistry and physics. His video 
is the epitome of atheism’s failure to 
deal with the fact of human free will. 

In June of 2015, evolutionary 
biologist Jerry Coyne delivered a 
lecture at the Imagine No Religion 
convention in Vancouver, Canada. 
His speech was titled, “You Don’t 
Have Free Will.” It is one of the 
clearest examples of the new age 
atheistic position. Based on his 
atheistic beliefs, he argues for a 
purely deterministic world in 

(cont. on p. 116) 
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which human free will is nothing 
more than physical processing at 
work, molecules moving to the beat 
of the laws of physics. Addressing 
his primarily atheistic audience, 
he says, “Now many of you don’t 
accept that. You don’t believe that 
you are robots made out of meat, 
which is what I’m going to try to 
convince you of today.” He takes 
this position, because if atheism is 
true, and there is nothing super- 
natural, then (as he says), “Our 
behavior is absolutely determined 
by the laws of physics.””* 

Coyne takes serious issue with 
his fellow atheists who claim to be 
naturalists and determinists, but 
who attempt to say that humans 
do have some kind of free will. He 
correctly shows that atheistic natu- 
ralism cannot permit any type of 
free will. Those atheists who are 
trying to accommodate both ideas, 
according to Coyne, are simply 
playing “semantic tricks” trying 
to convince people “that we are 
still okay even though we are meat 
robots.””? Coyne went on to say, “As 
Anthony Cashmore said, “We have 
no more free will than a bowl of 
sugar.” Coyne then added his own 
words, “We are bowls of sugar, just 
very complicated ones.” Coyne does 
an excellent job of proving that 
atheism demands that human free 
will cannot exist. What he fails to 
do, however, is prove that free will 
does not exist. He claims it. He 
asserts it. But he cannot prove his 
false assertion. The reason for that 
is simply because humans really do 
have free will. 

At one point in his speech, he 
attempted to deal with the big- 


gest problem that the “no-free-will” 


idea encounters. He tried to tackle 
the question of why he would try 
to persuade anyone to believe his 
view, since, according to his view, 


no one can choose any beliefs. 
His argument was that, just like 
kicking a dog teaches the dog to 


avoid harm, presenting the mate- 


rial he was presenting may “teach” 


a human to adopt his viewpoint, 
even though humans would just 
be reacting to his material, not 
choosing to believe it. So, Coyne 
says, “Why did I get out of bed 
this morning? I thought, I hope 
to persuade people, and that was 


determined by the laws of physics.” 


He goes on to say, “Even our very 
desire to try to change people’s 
minds. The fact that I’m up here 
trying to do this is determined by 
my own, you know, physical con- 
stitution and environment. That is 
the infinite regress and the sort of 
annoying thing about determinism. 
It’s turtles all the way down.” 
Let’s analyze Coyne’s statement. 
Who is “annoyed” by this “infinite 
regress” of physics? Is it Coyne? 
Why, if he is just doing what his 
chemistry is forcing him to do, does 
he get “annoyed” at this? And who, 
exactly, is it that is getting annoyed 
at the situation? Is it Coyne’s physi- 
cal, meat robot self? Obviously, the 
fact that he is “annoyed” speaks 
to there being something more to 
Coyne than molecules in motion. 


NO MORAL RESPONSIBILITY 


ONSIDER the chain of impli- 

cations. First, if there is no God, 
then this material world must be 
all there is. There can be nothing 
supernatural. Second, if the physical 
world is all that exists, then all enti- 
ties that are made of matter must be 
driven solely by physical laws. Third, 
since there is nothing supernatural 
(according to this view), then there 
can be nothing more-than-matter 
inside of humans that can choose 
anything. Free will cannot exist in 
an atheistic world. But do not stop 
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there. If humans cannot make deci- 
sions, then what is the necessary 
implication of that belief? What 
would that mean in regard to moral- 
ity, crime, punishment, etc.? The 
necessary implication is that humans 
are not morally responsible for any 
of their behavior, any more than a 
rock, squirrel, or turtle is. 

In Coyne’s speech, after making 
one of his points about most of 
his audience being determinists, 
he said, “Almost all of you here 
don’t believe in moral responsi- 
bility. Think about that.” He went 
on to say that because of his belief 
in determinism, “I don’t consider 
myself morally responsible, because 
I don’t have a choice.” Cashmore 
said the same when he stated, 
“From this simple analysis, surely 
it follows that individuals cannot 
logically be held responsible for 
their behavior.”*° While the athe- 
ists who deny free will attempt 
to conjure up a world where no 
moral responsibility brings about 
a modern utopia, nothing could be 
further from the truth. The rapist 
blames his genes. The murderer 
blames his chemistry. The adul- 
terer points the finger at his envi- 
ronment. The thief “cannot help 
himself.” The perjurer acted only 
in response to molecular motion 
in his brain. The school shooter 
followed his urge to kill as many 
students as possible. The suicide 
bomber could not have chosen oth- 
erwise. An environment saturated 
with such thinking would hardly 
be described as a utopia. 

Along these lines, Coyne said, 
“Whether or not you are the kind of 
person who accepts other people’s 
notions of morality is something 
that you have no control over. And 
if you don’t, that’s something you 
don’t have any control over either.” 
Let that sink in. If you think it is 


“morally” acceptable to fly a plane 
into a building in an attempt to 
killas many people as possible, you 
could not think otherwise and you 
are not “morally” responsible for 
doing anything wrong. Truly, the 
denial of moral responsibility is 
one of the most fallacious and 
harmful implications of the false 
idea of atheism. 

If we are to be “scientific” about 
these matters, we must take what 
we know to be the case and find 
the explanation that best fits the 
facts. If we are honest, each of us 
knows that we have freely chosen 
attitudes and behaviors. We know 
that we could have chosen differ- 
ently. And we often feel the guilt 
of having chosen wrong, or the tri- 
umphant feeling of having chosen 
right. In all honesty, you know that 
you could choose to quit reading 
this article right now, or you could 
continue. Your freedom is not an 
illusion, but is an actuality: a state- 
ment of the way things really are, 
not the way they only seem to be. 
Since that is the case, we must take 
the fact—our free will—and find 
an explanation that best fits the fact. 
Atheism cannot account for human 
free will. Atheists who are consis- 
tent with their belief are forced to 
admit this is a logical implication 
of it. Therefore, if humans have 
free will, and atheism implies 
that they do not, then atheism is 
false. On the other hand, the idea 
of a supernatural God endowing 
humans with a mind, conscious- 
ness, and soul fits perfectly with the 
fact of human free will. Thus, the 
person who is trying to “follow the 
evidence where it leads” must con- 
clude that human free will proves 
a supernatural Creator exists. 


WHY CHOOSE TO BELIEVE THAT 
WE HAVE NO CHOICE? 


Ly I have studied atheistic books 
and writings and watched sey- 
eral videos, I’ve tried to put my finger 
on why atheists do not want to 
believe they choose. They all admit 
that humans think we are free to 
choose, but they insist that we are 
not really choosing anything. They 
maintain that there is really no “Sam 
Harris” upstairs, or Jerry Coyne “in 
there somewhere.” They insist that 
“Richard Dawkins” is just another 
name for the physical molecules that 
make up a certain body, and that 
there is no real soul or personality of 
a non-material nature “in there.” If 
there really issucha thing as free will 
(and there is), why would a group 
of people choose to deny it in spite 
of the evidence that proves it exists? 
Why don’t they want to be viewed as 
free moral agents who deserve praise 
for their morally correct actions and 
who deserve blame for their moral 
failures? An exhaustive list of pos- 
sible reasons why this is the cause is 
impossible, but Coyne did give us 
one very telling idea. 

Near the end of Coyne’s speech, he 
attempted to explain the benefits 
he sees in adopting the idea that 
free will does not exist (not to be 
tedious, but keep in mind that he 
does not really think you can adopt 
it; instead, you are forced to accept 
whatever your chemistry deter- 
mines). He said that a benefit of 
denying free will is that you would 
have a “lack of regret for bad things 
that happen. It takes away a cer- 
tain amount of guilt feelings from 
you. You don’t have to beat yourself 
up over, ‘I should have done this 
instead of that.” There you have 
it. Humans, from the beginning 
of Creation, have looked for ways 
to plead “not guilty” in the face of 
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their own sins. We have attempted 
to blame everyone else except 
ourselves for our moral failures. 
Humans have tried to blame God, 
their parents, their genes, their 
society, their spouses, their circum- 
stances, and everything under the 
Sun for the selfish, sinful choices 
they have made. The next step with 
this approach is to say that, since 
we cannot choose our behavior, 
then “punishment is not justified 
for retribution (people get—or 
should get—what they deserve).”*! 

Notice the reasoning. If I can say 
that I cannot help myself (I cannot 
choose differently), then I do not 
have to feel guilty for the things I 
do wrong. Furthermore, if I did not 
choose the immoral actions that 
I committed, then neither society 
(nor God) can punish me for doing 
immoral things. Truly, the Provy- 
erbs writer accurately stated many 
years ago, “Evil men do not under- 
stand justice” (Proverbs 28:5). The 
atheistic position not only rejects 
the concept of free will, but then 
jettisons the concept of justice as 
well. Yet how acutely aware we 
humans are when injustice has 
been done to us. 

In regard to the current situa- 
tion, Romans | reads almost like 
a prophecy, 

For the wrath of God is revealed 
from heaven against all ungodli- 
ness and unrighteousness of men, 
who suppress the truth in unrigh- 
teousness, because what may be 
known of God is evident in them, 
for God has shown it to them. For 
since the creation of the world His 
invisible attributes are clearly seen, 
being understood by the things 
that are made, even His eternal 
power and Godhead so that they 
are without excuse, because, 
although they knew God, they 
did not glorify Him as God, nor 


were thankful, but became futile 
in their thoughts and their foolish 
hearts were darkened. Professing 
to be wise, they became fools (1:18- 
22, emp. added). 


“I was just a meat robot.” “My selfish 
genes drove me to....” “The physi- 
cal properties in my brain forced 
me to act that way.” “I could not 
have chosen differently so ’'m not 
morally responsible.” These and 
other empty excuses will not be 
accepted by the Maker on the 
Day of Judgment. “For we must all 
appear before the judgment seat of 
Christ, that each one may receive 
the things done in the body, accord- 
ing to what he has done, whether 
good or bad” (2 Corinthians 5:10). 
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“You do well to wish to learn 
our arts and ways of life, and 
above all, the religion of Jesus 
Christ. These will make you a 
greater and happier people than 
you are. Congress will do every- 
thing they can to assist you in 


this wise intention.”! 


“While we are zealously perform- 
ing the duties of good Citizens 
and soldiers we certainly ought 
not to be inattentive to the 
higher duties of Religion. To 
the distinguished Character of 
Patriot, it should be our high- 
est Glory to add the more 
distinguished Character of 
Christian.” 
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THOMAS JEFFERSON AND JOHN ADAMS 


“We took the liberty to make 
some inquiries concerning the 
grounds of their pretentions to 
make war upon nations who 
had done them no injury, and 
observed that we considered all 
mankind as our Friends who 
had done us no wrong, nor had 
given us any provocation. The 
Ambassador answered us that 
it was founded on the laws of 
their Prophet, that it was writ- 
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ten in their Koran that all 
nations who should not have 
acknowledged their authority 
were sinners, that it was their 
right and duty to make war 
upon them wherever they could 
be found, and to make slaves 
of all they could take as pris- 
oners; and that every Mussel- 
man who should be slain in 


battle was sure to go to Para- 
dise.”? 


JOHN QUINCY ADAMS 


“In the seventh century of the 
Christian era, a wandering Arab 
of the lineage of Hagar, the 
Egyptian, combining the pow- 
ers of transcendent genius, with 
the preternatural energy of a 
fanatic, and the fraudulent 
spirit of an impostor, pro- 
claimed himself as a messenger 
from Heaven, and spread des- 
olation and delusion over an 
extensive portion of the earth. 
Adopting from the sublime 
conception of the Mosaic law, 
the doctrine of one omnipotent 
God; he connected indissolubly 
with it, the audacious false- 
hood, that he was himself his 
prophet and apostle.... [H]e 
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declared undistinguishing and 
exterminating war, as a part 
of his religion, against all the 
rest of mankind... The precept 
of the koran is, perpetual war 
against all who deny, that 
Mahomet is the prophet of 
God.” 


BARACK OBAMA 


“Islam is not part of the problem 
in combating violent extrem- 
ism—it is an important part of 
promoting peace.” 


ENDNOTES 


George Washington (1779), “Speech 
to the Delaware Chiefs,” in The Writ- 
ings of George Washington from the 
Original Manuscript Sources 1745- 
1799, ed. John C. Fitzpatrick, 15:55, 
emp. added, http://preview.tinyurl. 
com/Washington-G-1779. The 
author assumes that Washington’s 
beliefin the priority of the Christian 
religion would apply to the Muslim 
as well as the Native American. 
George Washington (1778), “Gen- 
eral Orders, May 2, 1778,” George 
Washington Papers at the Library 
of Congress, emp. added, http:// 
memory.loc.gov/cgi-bin/ampage?c 
ollId=mgw3 &fileName=mgw3g/ 
gwpage003.db&recNum=181. Again, 
it is assumed that, if Washington con- 
sidered being a Christian a person’s 
highest glory, being a Muslim would 
not be so considered. 

“American Peace Commissioners to 
John Jay” (1786), The Thomas Jefferson 
Papers Series 1. General Correspon- 
dence. 1651-1827, Library of Congress, 
March 28, http://hdl.loc.gov/loc.mss/ 
mtj.mtjbib001849. 

Joseph Blunt (1830), The Ameri- 
can Annual Register for the Years 
1827-8-9 (New York: E. & GW. 
Blunt), 29:269, emp. added, 
http://www.archive.org/stream/ 
plamericanannual29blunuoft. 
Barack Obama (2009), “Remarks by 
the President on a New Beginning,” 
The White House, Office of the Press 
Secretary, Cairo University, Cairo, 
Egypt, June 4, http://www.white- 
house.gov/the-press-office/remarks- 
president-cairo-university-6-04-09. 


APOLOGETICS PRESS « 230 LANDMARK DRIVE * MONTGOMERY, AL 36117 


We EX 


NOTE FROM 


Periodicals Postage 


PAID 


Have You Considered Hosting an AP Seminar? 
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AP speakers crisscross the country throughout the 
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the least of which is that faith in God is strength- 
ened, confidence in the truth is increased, and deter- 
mination to live the Christian life in view of eter- 
nity is enhanced. 
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never been greater for people to hear the truth of 
God’s views boldly articulated in a public venue. 
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